Why are organizational work-life initiatives endorsed in some countries such as the US or the UK, while they generate little interest in France and other non Anglo-Saxon environments? In a qualitative theory-building approach, this article assesses the gap in workplace practices adoption among the US, the UK and France and analyzes in-depth interviews with 44 HR officers, employee representatives, unions and work-life service providers in France. Five main factors explain the adoption of organizational work-life initiatives in France and potentially other countries: (1) Employers versus State's legitimacy in the nonwork sphere of life (2) industrial relations and unions' stance towards work-life practices (3) the complexity of the legal framework (4) the awareness of work-life issues within HR departments and (5) the framing of work-life as a business or a social issue. With reference to prior research, a model is built to account for the influence of the national context on employees' expectations and employers' leeway at the macro level, and for strategic choices made by employers at the meso level.
Introduction
Why are Human Resources practices readily adopted in some countries, and disregarded in others? This article focuses on organizational work-life initiatives, understood as formal policies and informal arrangements allowing employees to manage their roles, responsibilities and interests in their life as whole persons, engaged in work and nonwork domains. Nonwork notably encompasses the family, the community, friendships, personal development and lifelong training projects, political, associative, spiritual and sports activities, and leisure (Thévenet, 2001) . Work-life initiatives at the workplace typically include flexible working options such as flexible hours, telework, part-time, term-time, job-sharing and time banks, as well as childcare and eldercare facilities, information or financial support pertaining to the nonwork sphere of life, and various on-site services. The most advanced practices emphasize supervisor training and attempts to change the organizational functioning and mindset.
Organizational initiatives originated in Anglo-Saxon countries in the late 1970s. Can they be implemented in other countries, and how? What factors must be taken into account to anticipate the way they may be perceived in other countries? Despite a vigorous stream of research on work-life issues, international studies are still scarce. Some areas such as workfamily conflict are being investigated at the global level (Poelmans, Allen, Spector, O'Driscoll, Cooper & Sanchez, 2003) , but research on the determinants of the adoption of organizational work-life initiatives has mostly been conducted in and on English-speaking countries. As stated by Bardoel and de Cieri (2006) , research on work-life as a concern for HRM in a global context has still to be developed. In the recent years, the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions (EFILWC) initiated an increasing body of comparative research, notably the Establishment Survey on Working Time and Work-Life Balance (2004) (2005) ). Yet, with the notable exceptions of Evans (2001) and 4/36 den Dulk (2005) , current knowledge on the adoption of organizational work-life practices is restrained to a single-country context, mostly the United States. A limited set of factors have been found to impact the level and nature of the practices adopted: (1) Company size (Bond, Galinsky, Kim & Brownfield, 2005; den Dulk, 2005; Evans, 2001; Goodstein, 1994; Ingram & Simons, 1995; Tremblay, 2004) , (2) industry (Goodstein, 1994; Ingram & Simons, 1995; Tremblay, 2004; Wood, de Menezes & Lasaosa, 2003) , (3) geographical region (Friedman, 2001 ; Morgan & Milliken, 1992 ) (4) proportion of women in executive, management and professional positions (Bond & Galinsky, 1998; Ingram & Simons, 1995) , (5) proportion of qualified workers or knowledge workers (Bond & Galinsky, 1998; Evans, 2001; Konrad & Mangel, 2000; Guérin, Saint-Onge, Haines, Trottier & Simard, 1997; Osterman, 1995) and (6) need to foster a high level of commitment (Budd et Mumford, 2006; Evans, 2001; Osterman,1995) . Other determinants that are found in some studies but not others are publicsector and unionization (Dex & Scheibl 1999; Evans, 2001; Guérin & al. 1997; Ingram & Simons, 1995; Wood & al., 2003; Woodland, Simmonds, Thornby, Fitzgerald & McGee, 2003) . Table 1 summarizes these findings. Table 1 about here === Only two of these sixteen studies are comparative; they include a limited number of countries. Both underline that the institutional environment does influence the adoption of HR practices and call for additional international research. Furthermore, the convergence/divergence debate in HRM has made clear that comparative perspective is crucial to analyze the determinants of any HR practices adoption (Brewster, 1999) , and worklife researchers have stressed the need for a multi-level approach focusing on both workplace initiatives and national contexts (Lambert & Kossek, 2005) .
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Therefore, this article sets out to analyze the way the national context shapes the adoption and nature of work-life practices in a given country. The starting point is a comparison of work-life practices adoption among French, British and American employers. The scarcity of work-life employer initiatives in France, compared with the US and the UK, is exposed and explained. France is an ideal polar case compared with Anglo-Saxon countries: international classifications consistently oppose French Welfare State to a more liberal Anglo-Saxon model (Anxo & O'Reilly, 2000; Esping-Andersen, 1990; Letablier, 1995) . Typically, the French socialist laws setting the regular duration of the workweek to 35 hours for employees in organizations of more than twenty employees, in 1998 and 2000, have sparked a heated debate on the role of public policy in regulating employment (Estevao & Sa, 2007) . The US has been a pioneer country for work-life practices for the last fourty years. The UK is a very interesting partner for comparison because the UK shares a liberal perspective with the US but has to comply with European regulations, although it has long stayed out of the social chapter. Including the UK helps design a framework that includes different shades of grey.
While this research compares three countries, it is not limited to these countries. Exploring why global work-life strategies cannot be transferred to France as such is paramount to understanding the necessary adjustments in any non Anglo-Saxon environment.
Work-life balance is a major issue in France and in Europe. The 2000 European Union's Lisbon Strategy is to become "the world's most dynamic and competitive economy" by 2010.
To accomplish this and strengthen the European social model, higher employment levels are needed. Specific targets were established: 70% of the whole population, 60% of women and 50% of seniors in the workforce by 2010. In the context of an aging workforce and of growing needs for care, that women still mostly assume, great efforts are required in the fields of gender equality, distribution of time over the life course and quality of life (EFILWC, 2003) . Therefore, work-life balance is more than ever on the agenda of social policy makers.
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Work-life balance is also an endless quest for citizens in Europe. More than in the US, an enjoyable work-life balance and the ability to take time off from work contribute to social status (Guillen, 2006) . The need for work-life balance is particularly salient in France and the UK because of the high fertility rates: 1,9 and 1,8 children per woman, while the average in Europe is 1,4 (Institut National de la Statistique et des Etudes Economiques, 2007) . These rates compare with the US one of just under 2 children per woman (Nyce, 2007) . In France, although the 35 hour week has been said to fulfil the need for work-life balance, this is not the case for most employees. These laws were designed to fight unemployment, not to enhance the quality of life (Fagnani & Letablier, 2004; Buffier-Morel, 2007) . While the 35 hour week improves work-life balance for exempt employees who often work 50 to 60 hours a week but get more vacation time (Alis & Dumas, 2005) , it means more employer-driven flexibility for unqualified workers: longer days at work with free time in the middle of the day, useless for family or personal purposes (Méda & Orain, 2002) . Employers can and do require overtime hours, in line with the controversial motto of the current government "Work more to earn more". Hence, it is no wonder that work-life balance remains a high concern and priority in recent surveys in France (Alis & Dumas, 2005) .
In this context, how can we explain the weak prevalence of organizational work-life initiatives in France, even in subsidiaries of Anglo-Saxon multinationals? Surveys conducted at the national level in the US (Bond & al., 2005) , the UK (Hayward, Fong & Thornton, 2007) and France (Carré, Dauplait, de Cledat, Lefevre, Noël, Pailhé, Papadopoulos, Quaglia, Ragazzi, Razafindratsia, Solaz & Vichneskaia, 2005) 
Methods
Because of the scarce knowledge on organizational work-life practices adoption in France, this research takes a qualitative and inductive stance, with a theory-building objective. The starting point was the data, but previous research was used to shape the theoretical "skeleton" of the exploration (Kelle, 1997) .
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In-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted with 44 people in 2005-2006, lasting an average of 75 minutes. To obtain the interviews, a personalized request was sent by email with follow-up as necessary. Further contacts were asked to the first interviewees and selected according to the sampling strategy, with an overall acceptance rate of 84%. The aim was to collect different viewpoints inside organizations, to avoid a one-sided perspective: HR and diversity officers, employee representatives from the unions and the works councils, nonunionized employees, a nurse and an on-site daycare director. Union officers from national union federations as well as service providers were included to gain a broader understanding at the national level. The distribution of the sample is illustrated in table 2. Out of these 44 persons, 29 are women, 15 are men. All are French, except one American citizen. Table 2 about here === The 44 interviewees belong to 16 different organizations (not counting the service providers). Based on the above-mentioned literature on the determinants of adoption, the organizations were sampled so that they would be contrasted in terms of size, industry, nationality (subsidiaries from American multinational enterprises were included in a control perspective) and location of interviewee's workplace. The intent was to include more large organizations because institutional theory has shown them to be more vulnerable to external pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) . The distribution of organizations' sample is illustrated in table 3. Table 3 about here === The interview guide was structured around the salience of the work-life issue for the company, the initiatives adopted or investigated, the actors prone to support or oppose them, and the environmental factors likely to influence the company's decisions. All interviews were 9/36 tape-recorded and fully transcribed, except for five which were transcribed with the help of notes and memory right after the interview. Contextual data was also collected through corporate brochures, web sites and service providers' documentation.
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The content analysis followed Miles and Huberman's methodology (1994) . An interview memo was written right away in observance of Eisenhardt's "24 hours rule" (1989, 547) . The transcripts were then carefully read sentence per sentence to produce a "first-level coding", with the emerging categories being documented in a diary. Intra-coder reliability was checked by re-coding a sub-sample of interviews after a month. A "pattern coding" analysis was then conducted using: (1) an horizontal analysis of each interview to track consistent patterns within the interviews and links between categories and (2) a vertical analysis of each category, to analyse it and determine its relative salience within the corpus of interviews.
Results
Five main factors emerge from the content analysis. Combined together, they explain the lesser adoption of organizational work-life initiatives in France. They correspond to the most salient categories in the coding scheme.
Three of them pertain to the national socio-institutional environment and two to the organizational level. The three macro factors are: (1) Employer/State legitimacy in the nonwork sphere of life (2) industrial relations and unions' stance towards work-life practices and (3) the complexity of the legal framework. The two meso factors are: (4) the awareness on work-life practices among HR departments and (5) the framing of work-life as a business or a social issue. This section details the main themes of each factor and illustrates them with selected verbatim (the original verbatim in French are available upon request).
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(1) Employers/State legitimacy in the nonwork sphere of life. When it comes to support in the nonwork sphere of life, two main questions may differentiate countries. First, is family considered a private matter that individuals must take on by themselves or do people have a "sense of entitlement for support" (Lewis & Smithson, 2001) ? Second, who is this support expected from: the State, the employer, or the community and family (Esping-Andersen, 1990 )? In the UK and the US, the family is perceived as a private matter (Kamerman & Kahn, 1997) . The community and the family are the preferred support providers, while employers are also very active (Glass & Fujimoto, 1995) . In France, however, the State issues regulations pertaining to family life. Public provisions for early childhood are extensive compared with other western countries (subsidized daycare centers and family daycare before the age of three, public school after that). Employers/State legitimacy is the most salient category in the interviews. Employers are not perceived as legitimate to address issues pertaining to the nonwork sphere of life, and they are less legitimate than the Welfare State.
Several themes are highlighted in table 4. Table 4 about here === How can these perceptions of the State as the most legitimate source of support, including in the family domain, be explained in light of the UK and US comparison? In the US, the unions have observed a low sense of entitlement for support outside of work (Gerstel & Clawson, 2000) . One should be self-reliant and there is even a stigma attached with governmental support (Bailyn, 1992) . American researchers have focused on individual aspects of work-life rather than contextual factors, as the predominance of role theory shows (Kossek & Friede, 2006) . This is not quite so in the UK. For a long time, social policies have not considered the family as an appropriate field of action (Daly & Rake, 2003) , because the still persistent breadwinner model entailed a separation of the professional and personal 11/36 spheres of life (Lewis, 1992) . But more recently, the Labour government played a major role in promoting work-life initiatives among employers. In the context of the transition from welfare to workfare, the 1998 National Childcare Strategy and the 1999 National Strategy for Carers prepared the ground for the 2000 Work-Life Balance campaign with a budget of over 1.5 million pounds. State intervention in the family is much more evident in France, where the State has long been collecting statistical data on family topics such as fertility, daycare and women's paid work (de Singly & Schultheis, 1991) . Towards the end of the 19 th century, Durkheim already underlined the growing intervention of the State into families (Lallement, 1993) . In France, the State is perceived as bearing a responsibility towards children because they are future citizens and must be socially integrated (Daly & Rake, 2003) .
=== Insert
On the matter of employers' versus State's legitimacy, Tocqueville, as early as 1840, noticed the mistrust of American citizens towards their government (Segal, 2005) , which
Googins sees as rooted in "the original tenets of the founding fathers that a nation governs best which governs least" (1994, 202) . It is so engraved in the American Constitution and the Bill of Rights that even the experience of welfare capitalism and the New Deal could not foster a new social contract (ibid.). The State's legitimacy is greater in the UK, but employer initiatives are favoured over public provisions. In France however, the ideas of the French Revolution of equality and solidarity are still vivid, implying that only the State, through its elected representatives, can act towards common good (Lamont, 1995) . All bodies preventing a direct relationship between the citizen and the State are subject to mistrust (ibid. (Barel & Frémeaux, 2005) .
(2) Industrial relations and unions' stance towards work-life practices. Two characteristics of industrial relations have been identified as fostering the adoption of work-life practices.
The first is a collaborative climate between the unions, the employers and the government (Guillen, 1994) , and the second one is active pressures from the unions (Drago & Fazioli, 2003) . British and American unions gradually became interested in work-life (Dones & Firestein, 2002; Morris & Pillinger, 2006) . How does this differ in France? Industrial relations are the second most salient factor in the analysis, with several themes summarized in table 5 and further explained below. Table 5 enhances employees' sense of entitlement (EFILWC, 2003) . On the other hand, the complexity and inflexibility of a legal framework can discourage HR officers from launching initiatives (Gooderham, Nordhaug & Ringdal, 1999 (4) Awareness of work-life practices within HR departments: a good number of issues compete for managers' attention when they scan their environment (Milliken, Dutton & Beyer, 1990) . HR officers act as "gate keepers" for the company, in the sense that they are the ones capable of identifying a new issue, gathering knowledge and finally "selling" it to top management (Dutton & Ashford, 1993) . As far as HRM practices are concerned, France has been termed a "cultural island", distinct from the "Anglo-American business culture" (Sparrow, Schuler & Jackson, 1994, 279) . It is therefore possible that HR tend to have a less systematic knowledge gathering process. This is confirmed in the interviews, as shown in (Gooderham & al., 1999) , as may also the tendency of French people to differentiate between the "logic of honor" and inferior business interests (d 'Iribarne, 2002) . However, the framing of work-life as a social issue reduces the adoption of work-life initiatives. In the US, they have reached a momentum when they have been considered as a global competitive issue, fully integrated with other HR policies as well as transversal issues such as gender and diversity, rather than just a child care issue (Friedman & Galinksy, 1992 Also, resistances arise when an issue is seen as a women's problem (Kraut, 1990) .
Discussion
As measured by national studies and observed from a qualitative perspective, French organizations adopt less work-life practices than their British and American counterparts.
This can be explained by:
(1) At the macro level: a weaker legitimacy of French employers in the nonwork domain, compared with the Welfare State in France, and with British and American employers;
16/36 uncooperative industrial relations that curb dialogue and initiatives, all the more than worklife is a low priority for most unions; and a complex legal framework which dissuades HR officers from engaging in new practices.
(2) At the meso level: weaker awareness and expertise on work-life practices; and an interpretation of the practices as benefits for the employees or a social issue in connection with diversity, equal opportunities and corporate social responsibility.
The results of the analysis underline two major considerations, which may seem antagonist at first. The first one is the weight of the socio-institutional environment in which organizations evolve, at the macro level. As institutional theories have shown (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) , the macro environment shapes employers' actions through coercive pressures (legislation, cultural expectations), mimetic pressures (successful organizations and competitors) and normative pressures (professional standards). The second consideration is that each company makes strategic choices, through an on-going interpretation or "sense making" process of its environment (Daft & Weick, 1984) . To adapt to change in the environment and institutional pressures, each company decides whether or not to adopt specific HR practices, such as work-life practices. The decision process of a given company follows three analytical steps which in reality may overlap: (1) scanning, (2) interpretation, and (3) learning (Milliken & al., 1990) . Two of them were illustrated in this research.
While these two perspectives do rely on different epistemological positions, their combination has proved extremely heuristic (Milliken & al., 1990; den Dulk, 2005) . Interactions are also found inside each level. At the macro level, the strong legitimacy of the State explains the abundance of regulations, while it is nurtured by uncooperative industrial relations. At the meso level, the social interpretation of work-life initiatives is due to the antagonist employee-employer relationship (macro influence) and to lack of information on the initiatives and how they can benefit the employer (meso influence).
This model emphasizes a contextualist approach of HRM, considering the embeddedness of HR practices in their context (Brewster, 1999) . From an epistemological standpoint, it subscribes to the multi-level thinking known as "effet sociétal" (Maurice, Sellier & Silvestre, 1982) : the intrinsic coherence created and nurtured by interactions between the macro, meso and micro levels in each country. This approach is particularly relevant in a field where social policies at the macro level, corporate practices at the meso level and individual needs and expectations at the micro level are closely interlinked (Bardoel & de Cieri, 2006 or not in a given country, and why it is efficient or not. A particular attention needs to be directed towards the macro environment of organizations which shapes employees and union's expectations as well as HR officer's leeway. This can hopefully contribute to achieve a more relevant endorsement of HR global strategies within multinational enterprises.
Limits of this research pertain to data collection and methodology. First, the sample used to test the model is predominantly French and this choice limits the validity of the comparative analysis. Secondly, the content analysis was performed by a single coder. To address this, rigorous tracking methods were adopted such as a category diary with explicit categories definitions and memos detailing changes in the coding scheme. Lastly, the qualitative methodology does not allow for a validation of the propositions at a large scale.
The contribution of this paper is to build a theoretical framework which can be further validated. This methodology makes sense given the scarcity of previous comparative research 19/36 and the complexity of the research question raised in this paper, involving two levels of analysis and three countries (Miles & Huberman, 1994) . Furthermore, it is very valuable in a context of an existing research which relies almost exclusively on quantitative design (Poelmans, O'Driscoll & Beham, 2005) .
Future research is needed to validate and enrich the model. The model would also benefit from an extension to other countries, in particular from other continents. More generally, the multi-level approach should be encouraged in future research in the work-life field, for the unique insights it yields on new practice adoption and effectiveness. 
The US -1057 employers of more than 100 employees ; stratified sample, phone interviews with HR officers+B35
Company size, proportion of executive women, of professionals, of part-time employees, unionization, recent history of restructuring.
Dex & Scheibl, 1999
The UK, after data analyzed by Forth et al (1997) Large unionized public-sector company.
Konrad & Mangel, 2000
The US -195 large companies (average of 16 000 employees)
Company size, proportion of women and of professionnals, service industry.
Evans, 2001
Analysis of national surveys in Australia, Japan, the UK and the US Company size, public sector, porportion of qualified employees, employees' tenure, gender equality agreements, high-commitment systems. Importance of welfare regime, women's labour market participation, family role.
Friedman, 2001
The US -Data collected by Galinsky et Bond (2000) Company size, industry, porportion of women. Sixteen studies on the adoption of organizational work-life initiatives, in chronological order 28/36 "You know, I am a union representative, so I think that top management, when they mention something, it's for, generally, their own interests, I don't believe at all to this "I am going to be nice with my employees" stuff." (Union representative)
b) The structure of industrial relations curbs initiatives. Three factors undermine unions' cohesion in France: historical rivalries, a strong centralization that restrains local representatives' leeway and a bipolar structure.
"The problem in France is there are those works councils, this puts a big brake (…). Since the CGT [Confédération Générale du Travail, a communist-inspired union] are in the majority, they think they need to do nothing (…) if it was like in Germany where there is only one union, IG Metall, it would be much better. Now, we still have blood wars, hence it is very difficult in a works council where you have several unions, to find a common ground (…) and also it is a fact that some trade unions are mostly governed by guidelines, the local representative has to consult his trade union in Paris, this also puts a big brake unfortunately." (Union representative)
The social mission of works council is an obstable because they tend to see the central issues of work design and the underlying norms of the ideal worker (Lewis, 1997) as polemic.
"I'm here to manage a works council, not to talk about trade unionism or propaganda." (Works council Secretary General)
c) The general stance in male-led unions is that work-life practices are a women's issue and therefore not high on the agenda.
"They said "oh no, kids", they didn't find that interesting. (…) In our company, the CGT [the majority union], he's more vindictive when we discuss wages, or work organization, the other topics he somehow avoids them." (Union representative)
Second factor: Industrial relations and unions' stance towards work-life practices 32/36 The business interpretation can be found among influencers (service providers and national unions), American subsidiaries and some French HR -all apologize for it.
"When he's going to spend half an hour on the net, if we have services to help him do this, it's time won, productive time concretely (…) The company wants to implement this because they think it's going to improve productivity! I say this a bit abruptly but it's a reality." (CEO, EAP service provider)
"Legitimately, we should support this not only from a social standpoint, but also from an… economic standpoint, in terms of productivity, which is, ugh, very legitimate, I mean HR are not, how can I say, HR are not a union." (HR Director) 
